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NOTI CE

This opinion is subject to further
editing and nodification. The final
version wll appear in the bound
vol ume of the official reports.

No. 2005AP544
(L.C. No. 2004CV722)

STATE OF W SCONSI N ) I N SUPREME COURT

Dai m er Chrysler c/o ESIS,

Plaintiff-Appellant, Fl LED
V.
MAR 30, 2007
Labor and Industry Revi ew Comm ssion and d enn
Nb-y, A. John Voel ker
Acting derk of Suprene

Co
Def endant s- Respondent s. urt

MOTI ON for reconsideration. Reconsi derati on deni ed.

11 PER CURI AM Dai mMerChrysler noves the court to

reconsider its opinion in DaimerChrysler v. Labor & Industry

Revi ew Comm n, 2007 W 15, @ Ws. 2d _ , 727 N.W2d 311, on

the ground that the court based its decision on a statute not in
effect when the injury to denn May occurred.
12 The nmotion for reconsideration is denied.

13 However, to clarify the DainlerChrysler opinion, we

now add the following footnote at the end of the second sentence

of 939:
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17 Wsconsin Stat. § 102.32(6)(b) became effective
March 30, 2004. Ws. Act 144. It was therefore not
in effect at the tinme of May's accident. We draw on
it here not as a statenent of the law in 1999, but
because it denonstrates that the LIRC s interpretation
of § 102.18(1)(d) is reasonabl e.

4  Accordingly, the notion for reconsideration is denied,

Wi t hout costs.
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